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I. GmeM 

Claims 1-6, 8-16 and 18 - 22 are pending in the application, The issues in 
the Ofilce Action mailed April 18, 2007 are as follows: 

Claims 1-6, 8-1 3, 15-16, 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(1)) 
as being aatieipated by Besel. 

♦ Claims 18-19 are rejected mider 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
impateatable over Besel in view of Marcussen et a|. 

* Claims 14, 2 L 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Besel in view of Miner et al . 

Applicant hereby traverses the outstanding rejections and objections and 
requests reconsideration and withdrawal in light of tlie remarks and amendments 
contdned herein, 

II. Claims 1-6, 8-13 , 15-16, 20 :are rejected under 35 U.S. C. § 102(b) as bei.ng 
anticipated by Besel. 

Claims 1-2 are directed to a method wherein a given portion of the cleaning medium 
2 S wetted, revolved i nto co ntact with a vacu u iii extractor , vacuum extracted using the 
extractor, reyolved away jfrom contact with the vacuum exmtctor toward the surface to be 
cleaned, and only then wiped against the surface to be cleaned. The device of Besel is 
incapable of performing such a method as the vacuum extraction oecu^ in Besel only after 
wiping tiie wetted portion against the surface to be eiean^. 

Claims 3-4 are directed to a method including revolving a previously wetted portion 
of the cleani ng medium toward a vacuum extractor, said extractor having an elongated slot 
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opening itl contact with the deankg medium, and said slot opeiimg extending substantially 
across said previously wetted portion of the cleaniiig mediijm and revolving said previously 
wetted portion of the cleaning n^edium away from contact with the slot opening and towai-d 
contact with the surface intended to be cleaned. The device of Besel is meapable of 
perforniing snch a inethod as the vacuian extraction occurs in Besel only after wiping the 
wetted portion against the surface to be cleaned. Additionally, Besel does not disclose a 
vacuum extractor having a slot opening in contact with the cleaning medium, 

OMtm 5-14 are directed to methods wherein a given portion of tlie cleaning 
medium is wetted, revolved into contact with a slot opening of a vacuum extractor, vacimni 
extracted using the extractor, revplv^ out of contact wi& the extractor, and only tiien 
wiped against the siaiace to be cleaiied. The device of Besel is incapable of performing 
such a method m the vacuum extraction oecnrs; in Besel only after wiping the wetted 
poition against the surface to be cleaned. Additionally, Besel does not disclose a vaciimn 
extractor having a slot opening in contact with the clearing medium. 

Claims 15-16, 20 are directed to a method wherein a given portion of the cleaning 
medium is wetted, revolved into contact: with a slot opening of a Vacuvim extractor, vacuum 
sxtraeted through the slot opening of the extractor, and only then wiped against the surface 
to he cleaned. The device of Besql is incapable of performing such a method as the 
vacuum extoction occurs in Besel only after wiping the wetted portion against the surface 
to be cleaned. Additional Besel does not disclose an extractor having a slot opening in 
contact witli, the cleaning medium prior to contact with the floor surface. 

As Besel et al. does not teach or suggest the limitations of claims 1, 3, 5, 15 and 22, 
reconsideration of the rejection under 1 02(b) is requested. 
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III Claims 18-19 are rejected under 35 US,C. § 103(a) as being impatentable 
over Besel in view of Marcussen et al. 

It is submitted that the combination ofBesel and Marcussen et al, even if proper, 
would fail to yield all limitations of die present invcBtion. In particular, neitlier Besei nor 
Mareussen et al teaches or suggests the steps of spraying a portion of a revolving eieaning 
medium, tfem removing some soil and some of the cieanijig liquid ironi the wetted portion 
of the cleaning medium through a slot opening of a vacuum extractor, and then wiping the 
carpeted surface with the poition of the cleaning medium. Neite Besel tior Marcussen et 
al, teaches or suggests sptavine cleani ng liquid on a portion of a revolving cleaning 
medium and then gmoving some soil and some cleaning liquid trom the portion of the 
cleaning medium via a slot opening of a vacuum Extractor prior to wiping the portion on a 
carpeted surface. 



i V, Claims 14, 21, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, § i G3(a) as being 
impatentable over Besel in view of Miner et al 

It is submitted that the combination of Besei and Mmer et al, even if proper, would 
fail to yield all limitations of the present invention. 

Regarding claini 14, neither Besei nor Miner et al, teaches or su^ests spraying a 
portion of a revol ving cleamng raedimnj removing some soil and some of the cleaning 
liquid from the wetted portion of the cleaning medium through a slot opening of a vacuum 
extractor, and, thei} wiping the carpeted surface with the portion of the cleaning medium. 

Regarding claims 21 and 22, Neither Besel nor Miner et al. teaches or suggests 
si^raying cle mg liq ui d on a portion of a revolving eieaning medium and then removin g 
some soil and some cleaning liquid &om the portion of the eieaning medium prior to snip ing 
the portion on a carpeted surfece, with said removing using a vacuum extracto r havin g a 
slotoimingjn^^ previouslv wetted portion of t he cieamngmedmm^^ 

MoioBgliiMjMvin.g: a slot width whicli is substantially smaller than a dianteter of a vacuu m 
condui t coupled to said e xtraetor. 
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Giaim 22 is directed to a method wherein a given portion of the drafting medium is 
wetted, revolved into contact with a slot opening of a vacuum extractor, vacuum extracted 
using the extractor, revolved out of contact with the exti-actor, and only then wiped against 
the surface to he cleaned. The slot opening has a slot width which is substaiitially smaller 
then a diameter of a vacuum conduit coupled to said extxactor. The device of Besel is 
ittcapahleof perfonning such ameti^od as the vacuiitn extraction occtjrs in Besel oMy after 
wiping die wetted portion against the surlBce to be cleaned. Furfeer Besel does not disclose 
or suggest a slot opening having a slot width which is smaller than a diameter of a vacuum 
condaii attached to the exlxactor. For example, in Figure Sa, vacoium device 36 does not 
define such a slot opemng. 

In 'wew of the above aaaendment. Applicant believes the pending applicatioii 
is in cotjditioh for allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 

My 18, 2007 

By_f^ } e 4 ■*t 

John f7^^s 

Registratioa No, : 37, 1 62 

FUU3RiGHT & JAWdRSKI L.L.P 

2i(K) IDS Center 

SO South Eighth Street 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-21 12 

(612)321-2806 

(612) 321-2288 (Fax) 
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